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I. Investigation Summary 


An investigation was initiated to look into certain undergraduate student-athlete admissions actions 
of the UCLA Department of Intercollegiate Athletics. The investigation was prompted by an appeal 
of a UCLA Undergraduate Admissions decision brought by a mother whose daughter had been 
considered through the student-athlete admission committee process and had been told she was 
admitted; but whose "admission" was reversed when it was determined that it violated both 
University and Athletics Department policies. 

The issues presented concern the suspected violation of Regents Policy 2202, which prohibits 
admissions decisions motivated by an expectation that a financial benefit will accrue to a particular 
program, such as might occur if a family made a major donation in order to get a son or daughter 
admitted through the student athlete admissions process, and Athletic Department policy that 
precludes admitting student-athletes to be merely sport team managers. The subject admissions 
involved coaches with the men's and women's tennis, track and field, and water polo programs. 

Two specific admissions actions came to light and were the focus of this investigation. In one of the 
actions from the 2013-14 academic year, a student was coded in the Athletics Department's 
admission system as an athlete in a sport in which she had no qualifying experience to compete and 
was then provisionally admitted as a team manager. That admissions process was halted. However, 
when the mother sought to appeal that decision, she revealed that she had retained a private 
educational counselor to assist her daughter in the college admissions process. That counselor had 
apparently advised the mother that the admission through the Athletics Department's student- 
athlete process could be influenced by the offer to make a substantial donation to the program. She 
said she was told that this was a common practice. 

In the other action from the 2012-13 academic year, a student had been admitted under similar 
circumstances and the actions of the coaches were examined. A more general review was 
conducted of admissions in the tennis program over the past 10 years to see if there was any 
pattern of suspicious admissions action conduct. Records were examined and interviews were 
conducted 

The conclusion reached with respect to the 2012-13 student-athlete admissions action is that the 
coaches involved were motivated principally by the expectation of a financial benefit to the 
University, in violation of Regents policy. In addition, admitting the student to be a sport team 
manager violated Athletic Department policy and compounded the seriousness of the coaches' 
misconduct. 

Likewise, with respect to the 2013-14 admissions action, though the admission was halted, the 
actions proposed by the coaches involved violated Regents policy in initiating an admissions action 
that was motivated primarily by the anticipation of the financial benefit to the program and violated 
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Athletics Department policy by processing the admission of student athlete who was to be a 
manager only. 

With respect to the more general review of tennis program admissions actions, the data examined 
did not reveal any instances where managers were admitted through the student-athlete 
admissions process or instances where donations from parents of walk-on athletes were received in 
such close proximity to the admission of the student as would warrant a finding that the Regents 
policy on financial benefits in admissions actions had been violated. For that reason, no specific 
findings were reached. However, the circumstances considered raise a concern about the potential 
for violations of the Regents policy that that needs to be addressed in departmental policy. 

In the admissions actions considered, there was no evidence that any of the coaches involved 
sought or received any personal financial benefit from the families of the two students being 
considered for student-athlete admission or from any private educational counselor. 


II. Background 


Female student 'jj^" applied for freshman admission to UCLA to begin|^m|^m||H 2014. Her 
mother,had engaged the services private educational 
counselor "RS" to advise her andfoncollege options and to assist|||||| in the college admissions 
application process. RS le arned that|||had played high schoolj^^ and knowingj^m^^ 

he introduced^ ^ 

available forj^ on team. RS was aware of the family's financial resources and 

that information was communicated 

It turned out that there was no spot available on team and, instead,||| was 

informed by UCLA coaching staff that she would be considered for a "walk-on" position on the 
women's water polo team. Assistant Men's Tennis Coach Grant Chen then introducer^ to UCLA 
Women's Water Polo Coach Brandon Brooks who agreed to consider her for a player or manager 

the ^^^'^■nHiiii^iiiii^iiiiimiiiiiniiiimiiiiiii^mii^n^miiimiii 

||||1H||||||||||[[||||||||||[|||||[|||[[|||||||[[|[|||||||||||||||||^^ With 

Coach Brooks submitted her application to the student-athlete admission committee process. On 
December 15, 2013,('s mother was informed by RS that||||'s admission was "certain" and in 
January 2014, RS reported to||| and her mother that she "was in." 

However, in Aprillearned that her admission application had been rejected and, subsequently, 
her mother began contacting RS, who informed her that he would appeal the decision. By May,|'s 
mother learned from RS that the appeal (which had never been made to UCLA Admissions officials) 
was unsuccessful. In early May, after the expiration of UCLA's appeal period for freshman 
admissions, ^s mother contacted UCLA officials seeking an explanation and further appeal of the 
decision. In a phone conversation on May 13, 2014,H|^H||^H^H||||^H^^H explained to 
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y's mother that Athletics Department coaches mistakenly presented^ for student-athlete 
admission consideration as a women's water polo team manager. The mistake was that Athletics 
Department policy does not accept student-athlete applications for team manager positions. 
Instead, the Athletics Department requires that student-athlete applicants have relevant athletic 
qualifications for the sport for which they are being recruited. 

During that conversation, |'s mother said she had been told by RS that if her daughter was to be 
admitted as a student-athlete the family would be expected to make a substantial donation to the 
program and that such arrangements were a common practice in the Athletics Department. The 
assertion that donations by a family might influence an admissions decision prompted this review. 

A. Scope of the Investigation 

The Administrative Policies & Compliance Office (hereinafter, "compliance office") is responsible for 
coordinating investigations into allegations of suspected improper governmental activity, meaning 
generally, suspected violations of federal or State laws or regulations, but including reviews of 
suspected University or local campus policy violations when significant matters are at issue. Reports 
of suspected improprieties may be made by University employees, students, or members of the 
public and may be made anonymously. Acting on behalf of the University, the compliance office has 
full discretion to determine the extent of the due diligence inquiry that may be warranted, how the 
inquiry is to be conducted, and who needs to be involved. 

Such "due diligence" investigations into suspected improprieties are to be distinguished from the 
more or less formal complaint fact-finding processes that a University student or faculty or staff 
member may initiate pursuant to a specific complaint administrative process in seeking some form 
of personal remedy or redress for the allegedly wrongful actions of another member of the 
University community. In that regard, and with respect to the subject matter of this investigation, 
whatever specific appeal options a student may have with respect to an unfavorable admissions 
decision, such appeal options are outside the scope of matters being considered in this 
investigation. 

The Vice Chancellor for Legal Affairs referred the concerns raised by Hj's mother to the Director of 
the compliance office who serves as the UCLA Locally Designated Official ("LDO") for Whistleblower 
Policy matters. The Associate Athletic Director-Compliance participated in several of the LDO's 
interviews, and he and his staff assisted in producing evidentiary records and documents. The LDO's 
investigation was primarily focused on examining two specific student-athlete admissions actions. 
However, the circumstances of those actions led to a more limited review of about ten other 
admissions actions looking for suspicious patterns of conduct. 

B. Applicable Policies or Rules 

The issues considered here do not concern violations of federal or State laws or regulations nor 
NCAA rules, but rather University and departmental policies and common ethical standards. 
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University Board of Regents Policy 2202 ("Policy Barring Development Considerations from 
Influencing Admissions Decisions"), affirming a statement of the Academic Senate's Board on 
Admissions and Relations with Schools (BOARS), provides that "... admissions motivated by concern 
for financial, political or other such benefit to the University do not hove a place in the admissions 
process." According to that policy, no coach or other University official may arrange or seek to 
create an arrangement with the family of a student-athlete to admit the student in return for some 
significant financial contribution that the family pledges to make to the program. Such quid pro quo 
arrangements violate the University's admissions standards. Also a cause for concern would be the 
actions of a coach seeking to admit a student with limited athletic ability or experience in the sport 
because of the known financial resources of the student's family and an expectation that some 
substantial future financial contribution to the program may be realized. 

In addition, the practice of the Athletics Department is to require that any student provisionally 
admitted through the student-athlete admissions committee process be qualified athletically and be 
expected to play for the team recruiting the student as a "walk-on" and for at least the first year 
after admission. 

More generally. Regents Policy 1111 ("Policy on Statement of Ethical Values and Standards of Ethical 
Conduct") applicable to all members of the University community and specifying a commitment to 
the ethical conduct of all University activities is relevant as well. Two core values have particular 
relevance here: 

1. Fair Dealing. Members of the University community are expected to conduct themselves 
ethically, honestly, and with integrity in all dealings. This means principles of fairness, good 
faith, and respect consistent with laws, regulations, and University policies govern our 
conduct with others both inside and outside the community. Each situation needs to be 
examined in accordance with the Standards of Ethical Conduct. No unlawful practice or a 
practice at odds with these standards can be justified on the basis of customary practice, 
expediency, or achieving a "higher" purpose. 

Individual Res ponsibility and Accountability . Members of the University community are 
expected to exercise responsibility appropriate to their position and delegated authorities. 
They are responsible to each other, the University, and the University's stakeholders both 
for their actions and their decisions not to act. Each individual is expected to conduct the 
business of the University in accordance with the Core Values and the Standards of Ethical 
Conduct, exercising sound judgment and serving the best interests of the institution and the 
community. 
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III. The Facts Considered 

The compliance office of the Athletic Department provided the dates and related admission actions 
information for the several student-athletes whose circumstances of admission and family 
donations were examined as part of this review. In addition, email records of the parties were 
obtained and reviewed to further document actions relating to the admissions of^||and^y, the 
two main admissions cases being examined. Certain of these documents have been attached as 
exhibits. 


Interviews were conducted in person and via telephone of Athletics Department staff, parents of 
several students and one student applicant, and the private educational consultant who assisted the 
student applicant. Names and titles of relevant Athletics Department staff appear as Exhibit A. 

A. The Questionable Admissions Actions 



.. UU I I I lO 




The focus of this investigation is on two specific i 

and the other during the 2013-14 academic year 


academic year involving 
involving 


In addition, a broader review was done of admissions in the tennis program over a ten-year period 
to determine whether there was evidence that the expectation of a financial benefit had influenced 
an admission decision. As part of this review. Athletics Department compliance staff reviewed lists 
of admitted student athletes from recent years and identified a number of instances where the 
families of walk-on athletes made substantial donations to the program under circumstances that 
might suggest the donations were expected at the time the student was admitted. 


The 2012-13[|| Admissions Matter 


The suspect admissions action of early 2014 that prompted this investigation was preceded by a 
similar admissions action that occurred in 2013. Concerning that earlier matter, on^^j^^ 2013, 
female studentj^was approved for UCLA freshman admission by the Athletics Admissions 
Committee.j^s recruitment as a potential UCLA Track & Field student-athlete had been initiated 
by Men's Tennis Assistant Coach Grant Chen coordinating with Director of Track & Field and Cross 
Country Michael Maynard. Department records show thatH^H^H^^^j^^was coded in the 
Athletic Coding System (ACS) by Maynard as ajmievel Track athlete and potential Track program 
contributor with an admissions status of 
(Exhibit B). 



On the same day as the coding, however, 

iiiiliilW sent an email to Chen attaching sample donation pledges intended for the parents of 
^ in the amounts of $80,000 and $100,000 (Exhibit C). That suggested that^ was being admitted 
because the parents had committed to making a donation. Maynard's role in soliciting that donation 
and specifying the amount is unclear. That suggestion was all but confirmed when on^H^ 2013, 
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three days aftermwas notified of her admission, Chen sent an email tol^^m^with the 
subject line "Track Gift Agreements," stating: "We got a deal at $25 K x four years for track" 
(Exhibit D). Two weeks later,Track and Field Director of Operations I 
from^l stating 


_ [forwarded the email to Chen along with the comnienti^l 

already like her more than my current managers." (Exhibit E.) 



decision was made by Maynard that she would be a manager. The timing of^'s admission and the 
verbal pledge obtained by Chen from the parents, together with the revelation that she was 
intended to be only a manager, in violation of department recruitment and admission policy, 
removes any reasonable doubt that the contribution from the parents was obtained quid pro quo 
for the daughter's admission. 


It is to be noted that Chen had a long|H|||^^m|||^||^^^|||association withH||||and her family and 
that it was he who promoted this admissions action based on that relationship, as he conceded 
when interviewed. He expressed to Maynard his personal appreciation for the opportunity created 
for^^and offers to "do anything/everything to return the favor" (Exhibit F).| 



_ _I. Lastly, there is 

Maynard email to the parents representing his first personal acknowledgment of 

their generous financial gift and asking for an opportunity to meet with the parents. (Exhibit H). It 
appears from this that Maynard had not previously met with the parents of^. 

The 2013-14^Admissions Matter 

The second such admissions action being examined relates to the recruitment of prospective 
student-athlete^who applied for freshman admission to 

mother had retained the services of private educational counselor RS in the summer of 2013 to 
advise her andH on college options and to assis^^ in the college admissions application process. 
This "college coach" was aware thatjlhad played high school||||[|||. When the family decided to 
apply to UCLA he offered to arrange an introductory meeting with|||||||||[[||||||||||||[[^^ 
whom he had known for some time, to consider whether there might be a position available forj^ 
on the UCLA|||^m^^^m[ team. An introductory meeting was arranged, andj^and her mother 
met at UCLA with coachesH^Hand Chen late in October 2013. 
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However,m laterlearnedfromp||||^|||||^|||||||||||^||^^ that there was 

spot av ailable on someone entering in the Fall 2014 freshman class, 

^^^^^called to inform Hand her mother of this but also to say that^| could be considered for a 
position on the women's water polo team, which needed scholar-athletes. Chen then introduced|H 
to UCLA Women's Water Polo Coach Brandon Brooks at a December 4, 2013 meeting in Brooks 
office in the Athletics Department's Morgan Center. Coach Brooks offered to consider her for a 
player or manager position with the team. 

H who had no high school water polo playing experience, sent a December 4, 2013 email to RS 
thanking him for setting up the meeting for her at UCLA with Brooks, asking him whether she should 
have herself listed as a player or a manager, and requesting that he review her draft thank you email 
to Brook s. RS responds t hat she should tell Brooks that she "will be listed either way... I have a 
friend that can create a profile if needed for polo." (Exhibit I.) 


I did send Brooks a thank you email 



December 13, 2013 Brooks acknowledged the email I_ 

then forwarded the email exchange to Chen who responded saying: "Thanks 

man ... Appreciate it... I'll handle the other thing-How does Nov 2014, Nov 2015, Nov 2016, 

Nov 2017 sound for each one?"(Exhibit J). Chen then emailed a request toH|[HH= you 
write me up a commitment letter... $20K per year, for 4 years ... Paid Nov 2014, Nov 2015, Nov 
2016, Nov 2017 ... to the Women's Water Polo program.... I don't know if it's going to happen but 
would like to have paperwork ready in case." (Exhibit K). 

Coach Brooks then codec^f's application information in the ACS as aH level athlete for 
consideration by the athletics admission committee and included the comment! 



|. On January 27, 2014, Brooks emailed Chen thatH^as been taken through 
admissions and had been accepted. That information was passed along to RS, who left a voicemail, 
also on January 27th, informingH^^®^ *’®®'^ approved by the committee but that she 

would have to wait until April to receive her formal acceptance via the UCLA Admissions online 
notification system. 


However, on or about March 21,2014 during a second-step review of the coding information 
describingHs background, the Athletics Department's compliance staff discovered that^ did not 
have the requisite water polo playing experience to justify her admission to the program as a "walk- 
on." That is,Hwas improperly coded as a athletics 

Department admissions review staff discussed the matter with Brooks and learned that he actually 
intended to use^ as a manager and not as a walk-on. Since the department's policy does not 
permit special admissions for a student who is to be a manager only, and since it does not permit 
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admitting a student who lacks the athletic experience and ability to compete in the team's sport, the 
admission process for J was halted. UCLA Undergraduate Admissions was informed, and the 
rejection ofU's admission application was noted in the online notification system 

After working to prosecute an appeal through RS with no success, Jj's mother sought to contact 
UCLA officials for an explanation of the admissions decision. She first contacted 

I confirmed the decision by the UCLA 

mitHand referred|||'s 

I fora further explanation of the Athletics Department's 
actions. In a phone conversation on May 13, explained tojj's 

mother that Athletics Department coaches mistakenly presented J for student-athlete admission 
consideration as a women's water polo team manager. However, had she been proposed as a walk- 
on athlete she still would not have been admitted because the Athletics Department only accepts 
for special admission student-athletes who have the relevant athletic qualifications to compete in 
the sport sponsoring them. During this conversation the mother stated she was "still willing to pay." 
When asked to what she was referring, Jj's mother explained that she understood from RS that she 
was expected to donate $100K to the program, for the admission of her daughter through athletics. 

Other Suspect Admissions Circumstances 

Aside from the two specific admissions cases identified above, the Athletics Department compliance 
staff reviewed all men's tennis student athlete admits from 2004 to2014, classified as having either 
"excellent," "good," or "limited" tennis athletic ability. A total of 54 men's tennis student athlete 
admits were identified; 10 of those students were classified Then, with Athletic 

Department fund-raising information, the compliance staff identifiedstudents whose 
parents had made significant contributions to the men's tennis program. I 



Of theseJU, RS had been retained by at least two 
advise and assist in the college application process. 


nilies to 


The fact that significant donations were made to the tennis programs in each case by the student's 
family for a relatively high percentage of the student's classified as suggested a pattern of 

admissions actions that were influenced by the expectation that the family would likely contribute 
to the program. The involvement of RS In these admission instances, as he was in the[J| admission 
matter, adds to this concern. 



cases is there evidence that the donation or a commitment to donate occurred at or about the time 
of the student's admission. Nevertheless, the pattern suggests that an expectation that a donation 
might be forthcoming was a factor in the decision to admit. 
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B. The Interviews Conducted 


Telephone interviews were conducted with the mother of whose appeal on behalf of her 
daughter s rejected admission application had revealed the suspected impropriety, and the mother 
The LDO then conducted in-person interviews with the Women's Water Polo Head Coach 


|, Men's Tennis Assistant Coach Grant Chen, 


1. Coaches 


Brandon Brooks,! 

Track & Field Head Coach Michael Maynard,] 
and! 

mm and Chen were each interviewed a second time with Athletic Department's Associate 
Athletic Director-Compliance Matt Elliott participating in conducting those interviews. Telephone 
interviews were conducted with RS and several of the parents who had been identified as significant 
contributors to the tennis programs. The following are summaries of these interviews. 



niother was interviewed in the Murphy Hall compliance office on May 16, 2014.| 
her daughterH's high school background and accomplishments! 


I described 



I's mother was asked about her connection to RS.Ijm^^'^il understood that it would be 

get| piacedmmi^HHHIIII^HI^IIHHIIII^HIHH 

decided to get an independent counselor to advise them. She said that RS had been referred to her 
by a physician friend and she that contacted him to provide counseling form which started in the 
summer of 2013. She said she paid RS a flat fee of $6,000 for his services, which included counseling 
sessions every other week. Asked about what representations RS had made,|||'s mother said he 
only promised advice and feedback and that he could make no promises about gettingjjH into a 
particular school. 


s mother said that at these meetings she and her daughter went over her academic and 
extracurricular high school activities with RS.^jwas considering applying to several colleges, 
including UCLA. She said that whenm^aH^ed about her interest in UCLA at one of the sessions, RS 

mentioned that he knewm||millllH[il|||||||imilllllllllll^ willing to contactjmm fo 

ask about an introductory meeting.m^ mother said that he also advised her that "they expect you 
will support the program." She said he "strongly encouraged" her to be prepared to contribute. She 
said she asked RS about what amount would be expected and he said $100,0Cl0.|['s mother said 
she understood RS to say that "some of this donation would go to UCLA directly" and some to the 
coaches through his company. She said RS told her she should expect to support UCLA athletics once 
I was admitted. She said she understood this because the parents of high school athletes are all 
expected to support the booster programs. 
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^ s mother said call her daughter to invite her to meet with him to explore '^her 

goal of attending UCLA." She and her daughter did meet at UCLA within and Chen on October 
saidj^'s were discussed||^m^|mm||^^^^Hm^mHm. 

said that at the meetingjmiHsaid he knew RS well, that he had found him many great scholar 
athletes, and that he was impressed with J's grades, test scores, and athletic history. He also said 

discussedlH ^^^^^'llllllllllillHIlHlilllllllllllllHl^^ 

|||||||||.|||^^ mother said the meeting ended with|||||||m telling them that|||'s file looked good and 
that he would let RS follo w up with them.J's mother said that RS did follow up and told her that 
the meeting with|||||m||went well and thal||||m| application would now have to go through the pre¬ 
approval process. 

However, she said that about 2-3 weeks later RS called back to tell them that|||||||^^ was full." He 
explained that there were no open positions available on team but that the 

women's water polo team needed scholar athletes. He said that arrangements would be made for 
m to be introduced to the women's water polo coach. 

Chen then called and emailed|||| to set up a meeting with Women's Water Polo Coach Brandon 
Brooks. This meeting with||| took place on December 4, 2013.H||s mother said she understood that 
in order for^to be a scholar-athlete in water polo. Brooks would have to meet with||| and 
determine she was "appropriate." She saidf's meeting with Brooks was short and that they 
discussed whetherj^ wanted to be considered as a player or as a manager for the team.||H's 
mother said she knew that|| had mailed Brooks early in December that it might be best if she was 
listed as a manager since she had no actual water polo playing experience. 

IH's mother provided a photocopy of a text message she received from RS on December 15, 2013. 
The message from RS says : "^romim^^ ... Just wanted to let you know everything is all set 
She will be presented at the January admissions meeting, and there is no question she will 
be approved without a second thought. HAPPY HOLIDAYS!!!" (Exhibit M). ThenJ's mother referred 
to a voicemail message that RS left for her about the end of January saying that|||| had been 
accepted for UCLA, "she Is now in" and that she will get her acceptance letter like everyone else. 

g|s mother said it was in early April while she was away that she learned thatjjUhad not 

been accepted. She said that^jhad told her that all her friends had received decision notifications 
online and when she che cked the online system she found out she had not been admitted. She 
emailed RS from|m|||| to inquire what had happened. She said RS emailed back to her that the 
coaches would be trying to appeal the decision. She said that on about April 28thg||got a message 
from RS saying they had lost on appeal. According togj's mother It was then that she sent a letter 
f^j^fficia^ronJg^Tigl^^ool. The official forwarded the letter on to UCLA^^gjgg|H||| 

The undated letter is addressed to the UCLA Admissions Committee 
and is intended as an appeal of the admissions decision for[| (Exhibit N). 


10 










CONFIDENTIAL 


"RS" 


RS was interviewed over the phone on May 22, 2013. He described himself as the founder of a 
private college counseling company. The company employs "college coaches" that provide private 
one-on-one assistance to high school students in selecting the right college, assisting in preparing 
college applications, and in helping to position the students to get admitted. RS said that over 26 
years he has had over 180,000 graduates and that his "students" come from ail over, including from 
China, Russia and India. He said he has many private college coaches working for him. 

With respect to his arrangement withj's mother, RS said it was a standard agreement that began 
August 1, 2013 and was to continue through the admission period. He confirmed his fee paid up 
front was $6,000. He said he received no other compensation fromjj's mother beyond the flat fee. 
He said he held counseling sessions with|||| every other week, reviewing her high school resume, 
preparing lists of potential college choices, and preparing application materials, including editing 
application essays when needed. 


RS said he makes it clear to his clients that he can make no promises about a student getting into a 
particular college. He has the students and their family list potential colleges to apply to and helps 
them distinguish "safe schools" from "stretch schools," the latter meaning those colleges that an 
applicant cannot reasonably count on getting accepted into. 

RS said thatH's mother was difficult to deal with and that she had unrealistic expectations about 
H's admissions chances. He said he counseled her that^should not expect to get into most of the 

all "stretch schools" 
He said she did not 


m's mother wanted^fto apply to these schools anyway. He said these were 
take his advice thatl^should be applying to more "safety schools." 


ex plained that wherj and her mother ranked UCLA as first on their list, he mentioned that he 
and becauseimplayed high school^^Hs he would see 
would be willing to meetf. He explained that he proposed to contact mmjjj^^ecaus^e did 
know , 

RS said he brought up the issue of expected donations to the Athletic Program if| were admitted. 
He said he put it this way to|||'s mother, "if someone helps you, it would be good if you to help 
them back. He told her that if^| were admitted to the program, the family should plan to 
contribute to it "as a show of appreciation." He said he would give that advice to any family. He said 
that^'s mother pressed him to specify the expected amount, that he resisted stating a number, 
but that after she persisted he suggested a gift donation of $100,000 would be appropriate. He said 
he later told her "$150,000 - what do you think?" He denied representing to her that such an 
amount was a way to buy||'s admission. When asked what he would have expected to get from the 
mother or the coaches had such a donation been made, he said emphatically, "not one dime." 
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When asked what he communicated to|y[|j jmj , RS said he describec^Hj qualifications and 
that "if the family got in, I am sure they would be most gracious." He denied 
mentioning a specific amount. He also denied that there was any arrangement where he or the 
coaches were to get some portion of any donation that was made. When asked about the other 
UCLA athletes whose families had been identified as having made significant donations to the 
Athletic Department, he identified one as one of "my students" but said he did not recognize the 
other names. 

Brandon Brooks 


Women's Water Polo Coach Brandon Brooks was interviewed in the Murphy Hall compliance office 
on May 16, 2014. Coach Brooks said he took over coaching the women's water polo program about 
five years ago. He said that in late November or early December 2013 Men's Tennis Assistant Coach 
Grant Chen approached him aboutm. He said Coach Chen described as a great student-athlete 
who might be able to help out and that her Parentshad the wherewithal to 
support the program. Coach Chen offered to arrange for him to meelj|. Coach Brooks thought that 
I may have been a family friend of Coach Chen. 


Coach Brooks met with | in his office and learned that Jdid not have any water polo playing 
experience. However, she told him that she would be willing to support the team in a manager 
capacity. He said she seemed intelligent and eager to help the women's water polo program in any 
way she could. 



he was looking to better expand his player base 


. He said 


s. He said his meeting withU lasted about ten minutes. 


Coach Brooks said he whether UCLA could admit 

a student for a manager position and was told that UCLA does not do that. However, he believed 
that he could still enterdinto the Athletics Coding System. Brooks said he did enterj's 
information in the ACS system with the He said that^^passed 

the pre-meeting step near the end of January and since he did not know of anyone who was 
accepted at the pre-meeting step of the process who did not get admitted, he assumed that| had 
been admitted. He said he let Coach Chen know. 


However, Coach Brooks said he got an email from^g late in March asking whetherg|actually 
plays water polo and what her position is proposed to be on the team. He said he met withal 

discuss the situation and was told the admission action had to be 
halted. Coach Brooks said he told Coach Chen about the problem and then who 

said he would inform the family. 


Asked about RS's involvement. Coach Brooks said he had never met RS and didn't know about RS's 
involvement until the week of this interview with him. 
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Athletic Director - Compliance Matt Elliott assisted in the second interview. 


n since 


I second interview. |^^||has been 
prior to that served as an assistant 


said he had known RS for about 10 years[ 


m^said he had received a call from RS during the fall of 2013 aboutj. He said RS described^! 
background and told him that he thought that she might be a good candidate for the women's 
tennis team. He said RS described the family's situation and that they could be expected to support 
the program if^ were admitted but that RS did not discuss any commitment amount, said 

he told RS that he wanted to check^|'s^H^| first and then 

meet withH before presenting 


and the discussion 
said when he told 


said he and Chen met with^ and her mother 
was all aboutJI's qualifications and interest in coming to UCLA. 

_ aboulU and their meeting, he learned there were no spots left on the 

BBS team. However, he said he remembered hearing fromjU that she had some connection to 
water polo. Based on that he decided to referJ|to Coach Brooks. He said he reminded Brandon 
that he (Brandon) "can't get her in as a manager" and that she "must be on the roster for a year." 
m mi said he calle c^j's mother and let her and^know that there were no positions available on 
team but that Coach Chen wanted to introduce|||B|to the water polo coach. He 
said it was Grant who then introduced her to Coach Brooks as a potential candidate for the water 
polo team. 

m^said that some time later Chen showed him a proposed donation pledge letter to|'s 

prepared at Chen's request. 

S3id he was really upset with Chen for proposing to obtain such a commitment during the 
admissions process and that he ripped up the letter. He said what Chen was about to do was "so 
egregiously wrong." 


IH^^confirmed that he never discussed a commitment amount fork's mother with RS. He said 
he would never get into such a discussion with the family of a student-athlete during the admissions 
process. Once a student has been admitted, if a parent approaches him about making a donation he 
said his standard response is "anything you might consider contributing would be gratefully 
appreciated." Asked whether RS compensated him in any way for any of his students that had been 
admitted to the program, ||j|j|||||| said "absolutely not." He said he understood that RS charges his 
clients a fee for his services but that he had never asked and did not know how much RS charges. 
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was asked if he was aware of any donations that RS may have made to the University and 
responded that he did not recall any. 

Grant Chen 


Men's Tennis Assistant Coach Grant Chen was first interviewed on May 17, 20141 



June 6, 2014, and Associate Athletic Director —Compliance Matt Elliott assisted with the interview 


Asked about his connection tojjU, Chen said he did not know her until he and||||||||^| met withjl 
and her mother at UCLA last fall (the October 26,2013 meeting.)|[||||||||||||||||||^^ 

IBIIIHIIIIIBIIIIIIII^^ Chen regards always trying 

to be helpful and that when he heard that|| had played||||[[||||||||||||||||||[|||||^ he 

just wanted to help out. He said he recalled that^had been involved in track and water polo in 
addition to tennis. When told she had not described any water polo playing experience, he said he 
recalledjjjUsaying something about water polo when he and^^ met with her. He said that after 
that initial meeting witljH and her mother,|||^^|contacted the high school to ask about||'s 
background and qualifications. 


Asked about his association with RS, Chen said he knows the name and would recognize RS. He said 
he has seen him maybe 8-10 times in 15 years. He said he knows that RSf^^^m knows 

but that Chen has no direct relationship with RS and does not communicate with him. Chen 
said he never communicated with RS abouH He said that at the initial meeting with| and her 
mother, RS's name did not come up. 


Asked about the pledge letter he had prepare fork's mother, Chen said he 

frequently talks with||^m|^|, that he understands that raising funds is part of the job of a coach 
' and that he likes to be "proactive" and "run with it." He said it was to be a general pledge letter and 
denied talking to|||^'s mother about any specific pledge. He said he had not communicated with the 
mother since that first meeting . He adm itted that he "really jumped the gun" on that one. He said 
that when he took the letter "corrected me right away" and tore up the letter. 


Asked aboutjm in the second interview, Chen explained that 
||||||^|||||||[|||||||||||||||^^ He 
success competing in track.! 


jwas a family friend. 



had more 
He said she 


is "a great kid." He said he wanted to see her succeed and be a "successful Bruin." Chen said he also 


knows the girl's father 


I, and the mother! 


Asked why he would be preparing such pledge letters during the admissions process, Chen said his 
understanding was that if he can help the program one way or another, he should do it. He said he 
knew that the parents wanted to help out the track program. He said they made their actual 
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commitment after jHwas admitted. With respect the^ recruitment, Chen said he made a mistake 
asking that a pledge letter be prepared, and '^slapped my hand." 

Asked whether it is proper to propose that a recruit be admitted as a team manager, he conceded 
probably not, and said that if admitted the student needs "at least a season on the team." He said 
neither he nor|m||| have ever brought a student onto 
than as a player. When it was suggested that thel^and 
saidlllandllllllll were not the same situation. 


team in any role other 
Isituations represented a pattern, Chen 


Chen was asked what benefit accrues to men's tennis by referring these two students to the water 
track & field he ^^|^|||||||||||||||^^ 

midoesn't benefit me in any way." When asked whether he was involved In any of the referrals that 


Ir's recruits. 


had made tol 


_ I ; Chen said he never handled 

Chen also said he was not involved in donations made by parents of the several other men's tennis 
players that the Athletics Department compliance staff had Identified. 


Intervlewecmimm 

Associate Athletic Director— Compliance Matt Elliott assisted in this interview. 

was asked about||||||||||||||||||^||^^ walk-ons whose families had made 

to^l program. ^^^Illllllll^l^l^^lll^lllllll^llllllllll^lllllllllllllllllllllll^^ 

She explained that walk-ons get athletic potential ratings, from A 
to C, and academic performance ratings, from P-1 to P-3. She said, in general, walk-ons must come 
to play as part of the team, but they must also must be special persons with top academic ratings. 
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Concerning the donations made by the parents of the||m|students,|^m||||^Hm|| explained 
that she needed to raise about $60K a year to support the special travel and equipment needs of the 
program. She said they all the athletic programs need such support, but that she would never talk 
about donations with parents t>efore|m|^m admitted. She said she understood that to 
do so "would be considered improper." She said the most she would say is that she hopes the family 
can be supportive and we would wait until after the student was participating and happy with the 
program and the family could feel part of the program before talking about a gift donation. 


Lastly,! 


_ I she was aware that student-athletes cannot be admitted to be 

managers and that the Athletics Department can only sponsor the admission of students who are 
expected be on the team for at least a year. When asked if she was approached about a spot fori 


on thel 


I team,! 


|said she did not recall being asked about that. 


Michael Maynard 


Director of Track & Field and Cross Country Michael Maynard was interviewed in his office on May 
23, 2014. Maynard was asked about the admission of student^|in^^2013, the decision that she 
would be ca rried as a manager, and the pledged donations from the family that started in 
|^H|^|2013. 

Maynard said it was Chen who came to him to talk about^j^and her track experience. He said they 
may have met to discuss | one other time and that he told Chen that he was willing to "code" her 
as a walk-on. He said he didn't recall when she was coded but that most of the coding is done before 
the first Wednesday in February of the year and that it would have been done before April. Maynard 
said she was codedm^academically and he was willing to consider her as a walk-on. 

He said she was then approved for admission and that Chen must have notified the parents. He said 
it was only after her approval that he would learn that "she was not as billed." Maynard said that 
Chen then informed him that the family was willing to make a donation to the program. He said 
Chen was really adamant that Maynard not pull back on the admission. Maynard decided that she 
could be a manager. He said the prospect of a donation was not the impetus for that. Asked when 
he first knew of the famil/s donation, he said he could not recall but he did know about it at least by 
the time the first commitment check arrived 'nm|||||m||| 2013. In an email from Chen to Maynard 
dated May 6, 2013, Chen stated "I have a copy of the financial pledge contribution from thej^^H 
family... I will slip it under your door" (Exhibit 0). Asked to explain why he decided to accept^as 
a manager, Maynard said it was a form of "damage control," since|mand her family had already 
been informed she was admitted and he did not want to have to reverse that. He said he "wasn't 
trying to circumvent the admissions process." 
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Maynard said he could not recall when he decided that^ would be a manager and when he 
learned of the donation from the family. He said that he never talked to the parents and that it 
would not be until April 2014 that he belatedly acknowledged their generous gift. He said he 
regretted these admission c^cumstances|||H[|H|H|||^H[|||^H[H||HH|||^H|HH||^^H|H 


was interviewed on May 17, 2014,1 



supervises both programs.^J stated that 

he had not been involved in the actions relating to the admissions applications of prospective 
student-athlete^ and^. He also explained he had been unaware of^s admission problem and 
the related issues that had surfaced until he was informed the 

previous week in connection with this investigation. 

The focus of the interview with|m|was on background organizational matters, fund-raising 
generally, and the allocation of scholarship 

of private college admissions counselor RS until the 
briefing by|mthe previous week. He was not present during the interviews ofHH and Chen 


IV. Findings and Conclusions 

The principle articulated in Regents Policy 2202 is clear: "admissions motivated by concern for 
financial, political or other such benefit to the University do not have a place in the admissions 
process." Applying that principle to the admissions of^ in 2013 and the proposed admission o|| 
in 2014 is reasonably straightforward. However, drawing conclusions about the motivations of 
coaches and other administrators in the other tennis programs admissions circumstances reviewed 
herein is more complicated. 

The Athletics Department's policy prohibiting the admission of student-athletes to be sport team 
managers only, and the corollary requirement that any student athlete admitted is expected to play 
for the team for at least a year is not complicated. All the coaches interviewed expressed familiarity 
with the department's policy. The extent to which development administrators, team directors of 
operations, or other Athletics Department staff were aware of this policy remains unclear. 

Findings with respect to assigning responsibility for certain actions will depend on the extent to 
which the individuals khew or should have known of the policy requirements. The responsibility for 
promulgating the Regents Policy statement rests with the UCLA Admissions Office. However, 
interpreting the policy and providing guidance applicable to student-athlete admissions decisions is 
the special responsibility of the Athletics Department. Without such guidance it is to be expected 
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that coaches and staff will be uncertain of the status of the policy as a basic and unqualified ethical 
principle to govern all University admissions and its applicability in particular circumstances. For that 
reason, the statements below regarding responsibility and culpability for certain actions should not 
be considered final. 

More generally, findings relating to assigning responsibility and culpability for certain actions should 
take into account the University's "Policy on Statement of Ethical Values and Standards of Ethical 
Conduct" (Regents Policy 1111). The core value of "Individual Responsibility and Accountability" is 
especially relevant to the actions considered herein of several of the coaches and staff who were 
assisting. Admissions issues were exacerbated because coaches and some staff did not "exercise 
responsibility appropriate to their position and delegated authorities" and did not act responsibly 
toward "each other, the University, and the University stakeholders both for their actions and their 
decisions not to act. It is to be noted that all employees are required to complete the University's 
online training on ethical values. 

Findings on the Two Specific Admissions Actions 

Concerning the 2012-13 action admitting student||[| the following facts are not in dispute; ^ was 
notified of her admission on|m 2013; previously,m^mm Assistant 

Coach Chen had requested prepare pledge forms for the parents; onUm 2013, 

Chen confirmed he had a deal with the parents of^| for $25K a year for four years (though they 
had not signed pledge forms); and <^ 0 ^ 11 ^ 1111 ^ 1,^11 expressed thanks 
m^mjjB^HHfor their meeting the previous 


Relying on the facts that a "deal" was confirmed three days after the admission and within a week of 
thatlH understands she is to be a manager, it is concluded that the admission of^was motivated 
principally by the expectation of a financial benefit to the University. Chen is credible in explaining 
that he was motivated in part, at least, by a friendship with||^[^mim, his regard for the 
student, and his desire to see her become part of the Bruin family. However, that explanation does 
not excuse his culpability as, in effect, agent for Director of Track & Field Maynard in securing the 
financial benefit in connection with this admission action in violation of University policy. The fact 
thalHH was admitted with the understanding that she was to be team manager compounds the 
seriousness of the violation. 

Maynard bears principal responsibility since as head coach he was responsible for proposing the 
admission acceptance, the coding entry, and he knew or should have known of the arrangements 
that Chen was proposing. The involvement examined. Chen's 

involvement is further considered below. 

With respect to the 2013-14 action that considered the admission of^, the following facts are not 
in dispute: Jwas referred to the Women's Water Polo Head Coach Brooks although she had no 
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credible water polo playing experience; | had made that clear to Brooks by December 5, 2013, if 
not earlier; on December 13, 2013, emails from Chen to Brooks^imi^H confirm that Chen 
was preparing to solicit or assist others in soliciting a commitment of $20K a year for four years to 
the water polo program from the mother of[|;||m tore up the proposed commitment letter 
when Chen presented it to him; when Brooks coded her in the system, he failed to disclose thatg 
was being considered as a manager for water polo only, which led to the provisional admissions 
approval that later had to be reversed. 


As head coach. Brooks bears principal responsibility for thelJadmission action.||||||^| may bear 
some responsibility for referringJIto water polo without first vetting(['s qualifications more 


[bears some responsibility for 


carefully, but Brooks was ultimately responsible for that. | 
actions taken or not taken in response to information that RS passed along to him about any 
expectation that^s mother was prepared to support the program.! 


these series of actions must rest with head coach Brooks. 


Ultimate responsibility for 


Assessing the responsibility and culpability of Chen in both of these matters is more complicated. 
Chen is the connection between these two improper admissions actions and but for his involvement 
we can conclude that these improper admissions actions would most likely not have occurred. He is 
an assistant coach who was operating outside his area of coaching responsibility in promoting 
financial benefits for the programs of two other head coaches. Clearly, he was aware of the financial 
resources of the two families, and he concedes he was prepared to help these other programs in 
anyway he could. He did communicate withe's parents, whom he described as family friends, 
about making a donation around the time of her acceptance. In the^case there is no evidence that 
he communicated directly with either J or|'s mother concerning any donation solicitation, 
though clearly he had intended for the mother to be contacted when he prepared the letter that 
Umiater tore up. A potentially mitigating factor is that he is a young head coach with the least 
experience of the head coaches considered here. 

Chen had no authority to effect either of these actions on his own; that he was able to persuade 
each of these two head coaches to pursue a clearly improper course of action should be a significant 
concern to the department. There is no evidence that Chen personally benefitted from these 
actions. However, even if Chen's intentions were not selfish, he clearly should have realized that his 
actions were Improper. 

There is no evidence that any of the coaches involved in these two admissions actions received any 
personal financial benefit from the families of the two students being considered for student-athlete 
admission or from any private educational counselor. 

Findings Concerning Other Suspect Admissions AaiONs 

None of the other tennis program admissions actions identified by the department's compliance 
staff for further review as potentially troublesome involved the admission of a student as a 
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manager. The Athletics Department's policy on that point is not relevant to these admissions 
actions. Instead, here the review was focused solely on whether these tennis program admissions 
actions involving student-athletes classified as "limited" were motivated by the expectation that a 
financial benefit would result to the program. However, in each of these instances the benefit was 
realized some time after the student had been admitted. 

In the cases identified of significant donations made by the parents of walk-on athletes in the men's 
and women's tennis programs, the athletics admission dates for the athletes were compared to the 
date of a commitment pledge or the actual donation where there had been no previous pledge. The 
results of this review showed that the "earliest" a pledge or donation was received was 8 months 
after the admissions decision. Without any evidence that a commitment was made nearer in time to 
the admissions action there is no basis to definitively conclude that the admission was motivated by 
an expectation of a financial benefit to the program. Further, there were no identified cases in the 
tennis programs of prospective student-athlete walk-ons being admitted as managers. Accordingly, 
specific wrongdoing could not be substantiated in these cases based on the review that was 
conducted of the department's admissions and donations information. 

Nevertheless, the circumstances of these admissions raise potential concerns that should be 
addressed. There are a number of subjective factors involved in a coach's decision to recruit a 
potential walk-on athlete that would make it difficult in any particular case to confirm that the 
primary motivation of the admissions action was the expectation that ther« would be a financial 
benefit to the program. Apparently, there is no written policy that establishes the limits of what a 
coach may or may not consider in the recruiting of walk-on athletes. The department should 
consider formally establishing a fund-raising "moratorium" that would preclude any coach or 
department representative from discussing, soliciting or accepting any financial benefit from the 
family of a prospective student, or person or entity acting for the family, at any time during the 
recruitment of the student and for some set period after the student has been enrolled. 

This concludes the investigation into certain student-athlete admissions actions of the UCLA 
Department of Intercollegiate Athletics. The cooperation and assistance that was provided by 
Athletics Department compliance staff in this investigation has been appreciated. 

Respectfully submitted, 

\Amliam H. teirnier. Director 

UCLA Administrative Policies & Compliance Office 

- . _ 

DateC/ ^ 
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EXHIBIT A 


Relevant UCLA Staff 


Brandon Brooks is Head Coach of UCLA Women's Water Polo. 
Grant Chen is an Assistant Coach of UCLA Men's Tennis. 



Michael Maynard is Head Coach of UCLA Track & Field. 









ACS Athletics : View Form 


EXHIBIT B 



Prospect's Name: 

SAT Critical Reading: 
SAT Math: 

SAT Written: 

ACT Composite: 

ACT English: 

ACT Math: 

ACT Reading: 

ACT Science: 

ACT Written: 
Academic Notes: 


Current Priority Code: 


Reason for the Chaise 


N/A 


UCLA Priority Coding Process 


Sport: 

ACT: 

SAT: 

Core GPA: 

GPA: 

Admissions Status: 
T ranscript Status: 


Change Priority Code To: 





Save Wfthout Submitting Request 


DC 


Subnnit Request 


Back to Menu Wfthoui Saving 


Is this Priority Code change approved? 

Sport Administrator 
Comments: 


fv'es ' 


Save Without Completing Request 


Cofiplete Request 


Back to Menu Without Saving 




rnmAA/nfkf1owA/iev#orm,asD)f?FB1V%2bVBXStHnUsts2vup0ZRGIsV/X7zER1,2b5Bn%2R'o2f28i0XrVGs943M6zOh%2(birF6tV%2ff. 












EXHIBIT C 


From: Chen, Grant 

Sent: Thursday, Ma rch 21, 2013 2:20 PM 

Subject: RE: Track Gift Agreements 


Thanksfl^m 

I'll keep you posted 


From: I 

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:08 PM 
To; Chen, Grant _ 

Subject: Track Gift Agreements 


Grant, 


I've attached a couple of sample gift agreements for either $80K or $100K to track over the next four years. A gift 
directly to Track would be $100% tax deductible and we should be sure Coach Maynard is looped in before we "ask" for 
anything. As attached, these gift agreements are pretty basic but we can expand upon them at the needs of either Coach 
Maynard or the donors. 

As we discussed, a host of enhanced benefits are available to donors contributing at least $25K per year to a single area 
of Athl^cs, so we should discuss the various additional benefits (Pavilion Club, travel opportunities, special events) with 
make sure their expectations are clear and that Athletics is best able to provide benefits for their generosity. 

W^an cross the bridge of Pauley seats a little further down the line, but, to purchase high quality season tickets, the 
llllll should expect to make an additional 80% tax deductible donation to the Wooden Athletic Fund of about $5,000- 
$10,000 per year (depending on 2 or 4 seats) and purchase tickets on a season basis for about $1,200 each. There 
wouldn t be a need to set up any type of long term pledge for the Wooden Fund as all seating gifts are renewed on an 
annual basis. 


I would greatly appreciate the opportunity to join you and th^mH for a meeting to discuss their interests and 
motivations for giving, ensure that UCLA meets all of their wishes, and ultimately finalize the terms of a pledge 
agreement. 

Please let me know if I can assist further... 

Thanks! 
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EXHIBIT D 


From: 

Sent; 

To: 

Subject: 


Chen, Grant 

Thursday, April 04, 2013 5;40 PM 



Re: Track Gift Agreements 


I'll come by tomorrow 


-Grant Chen 
UCLA '06 

UCLA Men's Tennis 
Assistant Coach 
Twitter: @UCLATennis 


Offi ce: (310) 206-63 75 

Sent from my iPhone 
On Apr 4, 2013, at 5:38 PM,I 


wrote: 


That is fantastic! We are going to have to get you a Development title to add to your tennis credentials. 


Are you and I 


1 good to go with the letter I sent a couple weeks ago? I can amend if necessary. 


Also, let me know when and if it would be appropriate for me to reach out and say thanks and discuss 
seating detaiis/options. 

Thanks man! 



From: Chen, Grant 

Se nt: Thursday, April 0 4, 2013 5:34 PM 
Subject: RE: Track Gift Agreements 
We got a deal at $25K x four years for track 
I'm getting paperwork 


I may be able to get another S5K for wooden fund for the tickets 


From: I 

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:08 PM 
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To: Chen, Grant _ 

Subject: Track Gift Agreements 


Grant, 

I've attached a couple of sample gift agreements for either $80K or $100K to track over the next four 
years. A gift directly to Track would be $100% tax deductible and we should be sure Coach Maynard is 
looped in before we "ask" for anything. As attached, these gift agreements are pretty basic but we can 
expand upon them at the needs of either Coach Maynard or the donors. 

As we discussed, a host of enhanced benefits are available to donors contributing at least $25K per year 
to a single area of Athletics, so we should discuss the various additional benefits (Pavilion Club, travel 
opportunities, special events) withH|||m| to make sure their expectations are clear and that Athletics 
is best able to provide benefits for their generosity. 

We can cross the bridge of Pauley seats a little further down the line, but, to purchase high quality 
season tickets,|||||[||^m should expect to make an additional 80% tax deductible donation to the 
Wooden Athletic Fund of about $5,000-$10,000 per year (depending on 2 or 4 seats) and purchase 
tickets on a season basis for about $1,200 each. There wouldn't be a need to set up any type of long 
term pledge for the Wooden Fund as ail seating gifts are renewed on an annual basis. 

I would greatly appreciate the opportunity to join you 3ricl||m|||[m for a meeting to discuss their 
interests and motivations for giving, ensure that UCLA meets all of their wishes, and ultimately finalize 
the terms of a pledge agreement. 

Please let me know if I can assist further... 

Thanks! 
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EXHIBIT E 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Chen, Grant 

Friday, April 19, 2013 9:31 AM 
Re; FW: 


She’s a good kid 
Thx for sharing 

Her parents are terrific also. They care and are supportive 
Thx again 


-Grant Chen 
UCLA Men’s Tennis 
Assistant Coach 
UC LA ’06 _ 

CelimflfBiHi 

Office: ( 310) 206-63 75 
Twitter: IHHHI 
Sent from my iPhone 


On Apr 19, 2013, at 8:56 AM, 



> I already like her more than my current managers. 


> 
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EXHIBIT F 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Chen, Grant 

Monday, September 23, 2013 6:58 PM 
Maynard, Michael 
ilHl freshman 


Please let me know if there's anything I can do to help you 
Hopefully she will be an assistance to you and your staff. 

Her family and I are appreciative of the opportunity you have given her and will do anything/everything to return the 
favor. 


-Grant Chen 
UCLA Men's Tennis 
Assistant Coach 
UCLA '06 

Offi ce: (310) 206-63 75 

Celh^HHIi 

Fax: (310) 825-8573 
www.UCLABruins.com 


FB: UCLAMensTennis 
Twitter: (©UCLATennis 
Instagram: @UCLAMTennis 
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EXHIBIT G 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Maynard, Michael 

Wednesday, March 05, 2014 8:21 AM 
Chen, Grant 

Re:|HH 


Grant 


She has really been excellent, a very big help. I would love to have her with us next year. What has her experience been? 
MM 



mobile 


On Mar 5, 2014, at 8:14 AM, “Chen, Grant" < gchen@athletics.ucla.edu > wrote: 

What are your thoughts with HHHf season? 

Are you happy with her being a part of the program? I am just following up and making sure you are 
pleased with her and she's some assistance to you, your staff and the program. 


-Grant Chen 
UCLA Men's Tennis 
Assistant Coach 
UCU '06 

Offi ce: (310) 206-63 75 

Cetl:HHiHHi 

Fax: (310) 825-8573 
www.UCLABruins.CQm 

FB: UCLAMensTennis 
Twitter: @UCLATennis 
Instagram: @UCLAMTennis 
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EXHIBIT H 




Subject: 


Maynard, Michael 

Tuesday, April 22, 2014 5:53 PM 


UCLA T&F 


I just recently received your email from Grant Chen. I wanted to thank you each personally for the generous 
financial gift you have made to our combined gender T&F programs! I'm only sorry for not having done so 
earlier. Your gift is very much needed and equally appreciated. This year we have used your gift to directly 
offset the shortfall of the current budget for our additional team competition uniforms. We have increased the 
number of uniforms available to our student athletes for the current year. In the future we are seeking to add 
additional competition uniforms, so that during our multi-day competitions {often 3-4 days) our student athletes 
can wear a fresh and clean sets each day. 

Most of all I would like to thank you forlim pre.sence on the team! She is truly an exceptional young lady. 
She is very pleasant, hardworking, conscientious and disciplined. 


• hope that her experience has been a positive one thus far. I'd love to know her 
perception of the experience. 

and Grant had indicated that you have graciously offered to host a T&F fundraiser event at 
. I truly appreciate your offer, and if it still stands I would like to take you up on the offer. Our T&F 
Foundation development outreach is called The Coaches Club. We would like to host an event for our top level 
and major donors, if appropriate to your offer. Possibly we could talk sometime, and maybe have the 
opportunity to meet, to discuss what you would feel comfortable with. I'd love the opportunity to meet you both 
in person and thank you once again. Please feel free to contact me if you have a few moments 
cell), or email if you prefer. 

Go Bruins! 



Mike Maynard 

Director of Track & Field and Cross Country 
UCLA Department of Intercollegiate Athletics 
JD Morgan Center #236k 
325 We.stwood Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 9009-5 

mobile 


"Don't find fault, find a remedy." 
Henry Ford 













EXHIBIT I 



-Forwarde d message- 

From: Rick Singer |||||||||||||||[||[m|| 
Date: Wed, Dec 4,2013 at 10:19 PM 
Su bject: Re: Water polo coach _ 


Tell him you will be listed either way- if a player for admissions sake, I obviously will not play but come to 
practice but take on a rol^^nana^^r you can say manager from the start but it is probably easier to do 
player. I have a friend of||||||[[|[|||[[[|||^|||||| that can create a profile if needed for polo. 

Sent from my iPhone 


On Dec 4,2013, at 9:46 PM, 



wrote: 


Hi Mr. Singer, 


Thanks so much for setting everything up for me at UCLA! This afternoon Grant introduced me 
to Brandon Brooks, the head coach of UCLA women's water polo. He was really nice, but told 
me he wasn't quite sure what to do with me regarding having me listed on the team as a player, 
or as a manager. I thought about it, and 1 think I'm really well suited to be a manager, because 1 
have a lot of good organizational skills from all the community service and team building stuff 
that I've done. I wrote him this email, but wanted to check with you first to see what you think 
Please let me know what you think, and thanks again for everything! 


Since rely, 

Hi Brandon, 


Thankyot^^nud^omking^ time to meet with me today.||||||||||B|||||||||[^^ 
HHHHIHBHIiHHI* I’ve always loved the excitement and athleticism of water 
polo matches. Knowing about your and the team's amazing record at UCLA, I am even more 
motivated and honored to be affiliated with UCLA women’s water polo! 


I’ve been thinking carefully about the options you discussed with me, and I think that I 
could best serve as a manager to support the team. I am very org anized and have extensive 
team building and coordination experience. 
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I believe 1 have the right background to serve as a manager for you and the team, and will 
strive to learn how best to support everyone on the team. 1 am attaching some additional 
information in case you need to know more about me. But please feel free to call or email 
me at any time. Thank you again for the chance to work with you. Go Bruins! 


Sincerely, 



EXHIBIT J 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Chen, Grant 

Friday, December 13, 2013 11;06 AM 
Brooks, Brandon 

RE: Thank you for meeting with me! 


Thanks man 

Appreciate it 

I'li handle the other thing. 


How does Nov 2014, Nov 2015, Nov 2016, Nov 2017 sound for each one? 












EXHIBIT K 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Friday, December 13, 2013 11:55 AM 
Chen, Grant 
RE: WWP 

Women's Water Polo Gift Agreement $80K.docx 


Grant, 

That's awesome. I've attached a letter. 
Please let me know if I can help any further... 
Thanks, 



From: Chen, Grant 

Se nt; Friday, Decembe r 13, 2013 11:41 AM 

HHiliHHi 

Subject: WWP 

Can you write me up a commitment letter 
$20K per year, for 4 years 
Paid Nov 2014, Nov 2015, Nov 2016, Nov 2017 
To the Women's Water Polo program. 

And just attach and send to me? 

I don t know if it's going to happen but would like to have paperwork ready in case. 
I've spoken with Brandon Brooks so he knows. Tm working on it. 

Name: just put a line and I'll have them print and sign their name 
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-Grant Chen 
UCLA Men's Tennis 
Assistant Coach 
UCLA '06 

Offic e: (310) 206-63 75 

Fax: (310) 825-8573 
www.UCLABruins.com 


FB: UCLAMensTennis 
Twitter: @UCLATennls 
Instagram: ©UCLAMTennis 


5/15/2014 


ACS /MWetics: View Form 


EXHIBIT L 



https ://incontrol.acsathletics.coiTVWorkfiow'ViewForm.asDX?FB1V%2bVBXStHnUs»s?«innarrsMi7WiifinvOPOrminRRKraYninA5noi hl^vnooi aCc^HTi i M 





EXHIBIT M 



kno^eve^^ing i&ail set 
BHHV: She wii! be; : 
presented at the January. ; 
admissions meeting, and 
there is no question she:: 
will be approved without a 
second thought. HAPPY : 
HOLIDAYS!!!! . 

YOU are awesome thanks 









EXHIBIT N 










EXHIBIT O 


From; Chen, Grant 

Sent: Monday, May 06, 2013 8;43 AM 

To: Maynard, Michael 


I have a copy of the financial pledge contribution from the m|family 
I will slip it under your door 


-Grant Chen 
UCLA '06 

UCLA Men's Tennis 
Assistant Coach 
Twitter: @UCLATennis 
Cell: ■■■■li 
Office: (310) 206-6375 
Fax: (310) 825-8573 

-Sent from AD Outlook Account 
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